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REMARKS 

In the Office Action identified above, the Examiner objected to the specification, 
drawings, and claim 11; rejected claims 1,10, and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
anticipated by Mitsui (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0141647); and objected to claims 2-9 
as dependent upon a rejected base claim. 

By this amendment, Applicants have amended the specification, drawings, and 
claims 1,10, and 11. Claims 1-11 are pending. Applicants acknowledge with 
appreciation the Examiner's indication that claims 2-9 are "allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims." Office Action, U 7. As set forth below, however independent claim 1 from 
which claims 2-9 depend, recites allowable subject matter. Thus Applicants have not 
placed the claims in independent form. Based on the following reasoning, Applicants 
respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 

L Objections 

The Examiner objected to the specification, the drawings, and claim 11. 
Applicants have amended the specification, the drawings, and claim 1 1 consistent with 
the Examiner's suggestions. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw these objections. 

Furthermore, the Examiner objected to Fig. 3 "because reference number 136 is 
not pointing to an edge of the hole pattern (13)." See Office Action, 3. In response, it 
is respectfully submitted that reference number 136 is correctly pointing to an edge of 
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the hole pattern 130 in Fig. 3. That is, Fig. 3 shows a top-down view of the SEM image 
of the contact hole. Therefore, in Fig. 3, the edge 136 means a side wall portion of the 
contact hole. The side wall portion of the contact hole is tapered-shape down to narrow, 
so it is observed as a white band in the SEM image and the edge 136 has some width. 
See Specification, page 8, lines 17-25. Hence, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider and withdraw the objections to the drawings. 

1L The Rejection of Claims 1 , 1 0, and 1 1 Under 35 U.S.C. S 1 02 

Claims 1,10, and 11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Mitsui . Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

In order to support a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), each and every element 
as set forth in the claims must be found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference. M.P.E.P. § 2131. Mitsui fails to teach each and every 
recitation of claims 1, 10, and 11. 

Claim 1 recites "[a] micropattern measuring method," including inter alia, 
"acquiring edge coordinates of a pattern to be measured from the patterns which are 
specified by the result of the step of making each of the groups belong to the layers." 
Mitsui discloses a pattern evaluation method wherein "image data of a pattern ... is first 
acquired from an SEM image" and "edges are recognized from the acquired image data 
and detects coordinates of edge points constituting the edges." See Mitsui , paragraphs 
70-71 . However, Mitsui does not teach or suggest at least the step of "acquiring edge 
coordinates of a pattern to be measured from the patterns which are specified by the 
result of the step of making each of the groups belong to the layers ," as recited in claim 
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1 . Therefore, Mitsui fails to teach or suggest at least the step of "acquiring edge 
coordinates of a pattern to be measured from the patterns which are specified by the 
result of the step of making each of the groups belong to the layers," as recited in claim 
1 . Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw the 
rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Mitsui . 

Claims 10 and 1 1 , although of different scope, recite elements similar to that 
discussed above with regard to claim 1. Applicants therefore request the Examiner to 
withdraw the rejection of claims 10 and 1 1 for at least the same reasons discussed 
above with respect to claim 1 . 

III. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and reexamination of this application and the timely allowance 
of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, L.L.P. 



Dated: December 29, 2004 



By: 




Milan Kapadia 
Reg. No. 55,982 
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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS: 

The attached sheets of drawings include changes to add a legend (PRIOR ART) 
in figures 32-34. 



